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that the inventions of groups one and two are distinct, although absolutely no showing of 
such distinctness has been made. 

In this case, the limitations of claims 30-32 are within claim 1 . 

The Examiner's attention is directed to 37 C.1\R. 1.141(b) where allegedly different 
classes of inventions may be included and examined in a single application provided they 
are so linked as to Ibrm a single inventive concept . This is exactly the type of case for 
which the rule was promulgated, i.e., to avoid burdensome and unnecessary restrictions. 
It is also asserted that the requirement to restrict the present application would be an 
unnecessary burden upon the Applicants and the FA-aminer's failure to follow the 
mandates of the statute and regulation would be a denial of due process. For these 
reasons it is respectfully urged that tlie restriction requirement be rescinded. 
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